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Abstract. This paper presents a comparative analysis of corporate social 
responsibility (CSR) in public and private universities in Uganda. The paper is 
based on a cross-sectional survey that involved 780 respondents. These included 
44 university administrators, 356 staff members and 380 students who were 
drawn from 22 universities. The findings show that both the public and private 
universities exhibited CSR albeit to a very low extent. Moreover, involvement in 
CSR differed significantly across the universities in such a way that it was much 
lower in public than in private universities. Drawing from the literature and 
university community partnership models of higher education delivery, a case for 
the universities’ greater involvement with their communities is made after which 
recommendations towards realization of this goal are highlighted. 
Keywords: CSR; University Community Partnerships; Engaged learning. 
1 Introduction 
The community engagement component of the university’s traditional three-
track mandate disposes universities towards in Corporate Social Responsibility 
(CSR) activities (Schneller & Thöni, 2011; Adomssent & Michelsen, 2006). 
Indeed, the institutions’ teaching role produces graduates who benefit society 
by acting as skilled change agents; through their research role, they generate 
knowledge and innovations that enhance societal technological and scientific 
advancement; and their community service role is a form of engagement with 
and outreach to the outside community (Weiss, 2016). When CSR is perceived 
this way, it is evident that all universities exhibit it incontrovertibly (Dima & 





Resch, 2016; McDonald & Liebenberg, 2006). Universities in Uganda are not 
an exception. 
Uganda’s universities produce over 400,000 graduates per annum and their 
supply in this very case is much greater than the absorptive capacity of the 
country’s economy (Kayinza, 2015; Pletscher, 2015). Their research output has 
contributed knowledge and innovations for different industries in Uganda, 
including agriculture (e.g. coronal coffee), food and nutrition (e.g. banana 
flour), health (e.g. medicines for treating tropical diseases), construction (e.g. 
lighter yet stronger and material-saving bricks), motor vehicle assembling and 
engineering (e.g. electric car), and robotics amongst others (Kayongo, 2015; 
Musiige, 2014; Mulupi, 2014; Kavuma, 2011). According to Ddungu (2015), 
these institutions have also engaged with their communities through 
programmes and activities in which their staff members and students teach and 
learn, respectively, in interaction with the outside community members who 
may be individuals, groups or institutions and operating either at local, national, 
regional or international level. From the traditional perspective, there is 
absolutely nothing wrong with regarding these outputs and activities as 
expressions of universities’ CSR. In fact, it is this type of CSR that qualifies 
Ugandan universities for government funding (Nkundabanyanga & Okwee, 
2011). This is however, not the kind of CSR investigated in this paper. 
The CSR on which this paper focuses is the type defined from a generic 
perspective that applies to all organisations, irrespective of the type of business 
they do and the industry or sector to which they belong. This type of CSR is 
defined as any organisation’s concern for its own survival, for the community it 
serves and for the environment in which it operates (Katamba et al., 2014, 
2012; Turyakira et al., 2012; Albareda et al., 2006). In this context, CSR is not 
a requirement or even a role; it is regarded as a form of ‘concern for others’ 
expressed as a responsibility to do business right, judiciously while exercising 
generosity that does not hurt it (Katamba & Nkiko, 2016). Surely, universities 
can also exhibit this type of CSR as they play their traditional roles 
(Nasongkhla & Donaldson, 2015). Generally, an organisation exhibits concern 
for itself by ensuring its economic survival and sustainability; it exhibits 
concern for community by operating legally (by following its industry 
regulations), ethically (by doing the right thing or observing the set ethical 
standards), philanthropically (by giving back to and/or creating opportunities 
that benefit the community it serves), and by showing concern for environment 
in which it operates (by being sensitive enough not to damage it) (Mansour et 
al., 2015; Rochlin et al., 2015; González & Martinez, 2004). 
Exhibiting CSR in a generic sense has always been a part of the African 
culture, but many enterprises first derided it as a joke, a cost and an oxymoron 
in investment parlance (Katamba & Nkiko, 2016; Lee, 2007). Few universities 
in Europe and America practiced it mainly through granting scholarships to 





excellent but economically disadvantaged students, giving back to community 
through sharing research findings and innovations, donating to younger 
universities, promoting human rights, applying fair operating practices, and 
being sensitive to the environment (Dima & Resch, 2016; Leitao & Silva, 
2007). These universities included Harvard University, University of 
Cambridge, Yale University, University College of London, Imperial College 
of London, University of Oxford, University of Chicago, Princeton University, 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology, and California Institute of Technology 
(Nejati et al., 2011). It was not until the late 1990s that CSR became almost 
globally sanctioned and promoted as a best business practice that universities 
and other organisations that wanted to operate in a sustainable manner needed 
to integrate in their strategic plans and day-to-day activities (Alzyoud & Bani-
Hani, 2015; Asemah et al., 2013). 
CSR started to be embraced as a strategic goal after realising that exhibiting 
it was a social marketing strategy that could enable enterprises to effectively 
make themselves appealing to and therefore willingly supported by the 
communities they serve, and that this strategy would promote them in the 
market while also creating opportunities for them to attract more clients, 
increase their market share and qualify for tax exemptions granted when an 
entity engages in charitable work (Rochlin et al., 2015; Palmer, 2012; Mugisa, 
2011). Universities could no longer afford to ignore this strategy. As public 
funding dwindled, they needed to undergo a paradigm shift to become more 
corporatized and find ways of strengthening their relationship with industry and 
of increasing their competitiveness and appeal to donors and students who now 
became their main source of financing (Shawyun et al., 2012; Miller, 2011). 
Different universities have since the 1990s been embracing this strategy. 
However, not much research has been conducted to establish the extent to 
which those in Uganda have exhibited its adoption. 
The few studies that have been conducted about CSR in universities in 
Uganda include that of Kayongo (2014). This study however, investigated 
awareness and application CSR as a dimension of the Triple Bottom Line and it 
dealt with only private universities, thereby leaving the case for public 
universities uncovered. Amina and Turyahebwa’s (2015) study covered the 
participation of some universities in Uganda in community service, but its focus 
was on this participation as a university role, not as an aspect of CSR. This was 
also the case with a study conducted by Ddungu (2014). Despite having 
covered some aspects that universities can use to promote their genetic CSR, 
Ddungu (2014) approached all the aspects as defining attributes of individual 
lecturers’ participation in community service and how this participation 
predicted by the dons’ evaluation. Therefore, not much as has been covered 
about how universities in Uganda exhibit CSR in a generic sense and whether 
this exhibition differs between public and private universities. Accordingly, the 





specific objective of this paper is to analyse the extent to which these 
universities exhibit CSR and whether this extent differs between public and 
private universities in Uganda. 
2 Literature Review 
2.1 Theoretical Review 
Three theories have so far been developed to explain CSR and how 
organisations such as universities can follow them to execute their own social 
responsibilities. These are the corporate social responsibility theory, the triple 
bottom line model and the stakeholder theory (Brusseau, 2015; Rashid, 2015; 
Wicks et al., 2004). This paper is however, guided by the Corporate Social 
Responsibility Theory (CSRT). This theory assumes that every organisation 
operates in interaction with the surrounding community and the larger world. 
Therefore, the responsibility of any organisation has is made up of four 
dimensions. The first is the economic dimension which focuses on the duty to 
make money. This dimension provides a business version of an organisation 
and stresses the duty that every organisation for survival (Brusseau, 2015). 
CSRT states that in this dimension, the organisation strives to raise the 
economic resources it needs to survive (Carroll & Shabana, 2010). The 
responsibility requires the organisation to raise and use economic resources to 
make profits or surplus it needs to grow unceasingly; an organisation that fails 
to execute this responsibility effectively is doomed to perish (Carroll & 
Shabana, 2010). For non-profits such as universities, this obligation is executed 
using public financing, donations, grants and internal income generating 
activities such as commercial research, tuition and other fees (Brusseau, 2015; 
Lee, 2007). 
The other is the legal dimension, which is an organisation’s duty to strictly 
observe the rules and regulations that govern its internal operations as well as 
the industry in which it conducts its business (Lindgreen et al., 2008). This 
dimension regards observance of the governing rules and regulations as a 
proactive duty, but not as something an organisation can decide to follow or not 
at its discretion (Garriga & Melé, 2004). The organisation has to accept the 
regulations in good faith and make all efforts to obey them to their letter and 
spirit so as to operate in manner that benefits not only itself alone but also 
society as a whole. The third is the ethical dimension, which focuses on an 
organisation’s duty to do what’s right even when this is not required by the law 
(Omran, 2015; Crane & Matten, 2007). An organisation succeeds at 
implementing this duty by viewing itself and operating as living citizen that 





provides a service that benefits, but not damages society. In a specific sense, 
this responsibility is exercised by setting and following ethical standards that 
promote doing the right thing for the good of the organisation, its members, 
those it serves and society at large (Toukabri et al., 2015; Crane & Matten, 
2007). The fourth and last dimension recognised by CSRT is philanthropy. This 
dimension requires organisations to give back to the community they serve as a 
way of contributing to improving its welfare as a whole or in terms of its 
individual members (Brusseau, 2015; Toukabri et al., 2015).  
Generally, CSRT suggests that an organisation exhibits generic CSR by 
functioning as a citizen that sustains itself not only by raising the economic 
resources it requires to facilitate its business and growth but also by doing so 
and conducting its business operations in a manner that serves society in a 
legal, ethical and philanthropic way. This paper investigates how universities in 
Uganda exhibit this kind of CSR.    
2.2 Universities’ Exhibition of CSR 
The available literature indicates that universities exhibit CSR in different 
ways. One of these dimensions is the legal component, which universities 
implement by following the teaching, research and instructional infrastructural 
guidelines, standards and regulations set by their National Council for Higher 
Education (NCHE) (Dahlsrud, 2008). These guidelines, standards and 
regulations, generally referred to as quality assurance standards, include having 
the required quality of academic staff, required staff-student ratio, all offered 
academic programmes duly approved by the NCHE, and having all 
requirements for lecture space and furniture, library space, materials and 
furniture, and laboratory space, apparatus and chemicals fulfilled according to 
the NCHE set standards (Brusoni et al., 2014; Burke & Marshall, 2010; Eaton, 
2010; Hayward, 2006). A university that exhibits legal CSR strives to plan for 
and observe all these guidelines, fulfil the standards and abide by the 
regulations deemed necessary for it to provide the quality of education students 
need to graduate into productive citizens (Dima et al., 2013; Eaton, 2012).  
According to Dahan and Senol (2012), the legal dimension of CSR is also 
exhibited by observing quality assurance standards that promote provision of 
quality instruction, research and innovation, appropriate health and safety for 
university members, and apt intellectual property management. It is 
irresponsible of any university that attempts to avoid, compromise or violate 
their NCHE’s set standards, guidelines and regulations, since, in so doing, the 
university falls short of playing its traditional roles of teaching, research and 
community service effectively, efficiently and to the satisfaction of its service 
students, employers and society at large (Manock et al., 2013). 





The economic dimension of CSR is exhibited by universities by raising 
required economic resources not in an exploitative manner, but by using a fees 
and tuition structure that is fair to most students or their sponsors given the 
economic conditions in their country (Reiser, 2007). Proper implementation of 
this responsibility involves university management ensuring that any 
increments in its funding policy do not just maximise net realisable surplus but 
that they are justifiable from the perspective of improving the quality of 
provided education, and that all raised funds are transparently and credibly 
utilised (Chen, 2015; Ahmad, 2012). It is noted that while these observations 
explain how universities exhibit the legal and economic dimension of CSR, 
they do so using universities outside Uganda. This leaves the extent to which 
universities in Uganda play demonstrate these responsibilities still questionable. 
Research further reveals that universities demonstrate the ethical dimension 
of CSR by setting and following ethical standards that promote doing the right 
thing for their own good and for the good of their members (staff members and 
students), and those they serve (employers and society at large) (Dahan & 
Senol, 2012). This effectively boils down to doing what is publicly and 
managerially regarded as right and avoiding what is publicly and managerially 
considered wrong (The Council for Industry and Higher Education, 2009). 
Doing what is right involves university management fulfilling their promises to 
their employees and students, providing the quality of education that enable 
students to develop their talents optimally, equip relevant skills and knowledge, 
and ensuring that students realise value for the money they pay in tuition and 
other fees (Nasongkhla & Donaldson, 2015; Ahmad, 2012). It also involves 
lecturers teaching, supervising and evaluating students as scheduled and 
professionally, conducting their non-teaching duties such as administrative and 
research activities as expected, and also non-academic staff members 
performing their jobs efficiently and effectively (Dima et al., 2013). 
Universities also play ethical by imparting morally acceptable behaviour in 
their students (Esfijani et al., 2012). 
The other dimension of CSR involves a university participating in 
philanthropy by granting scholarships to students who qualify for university 
education and those who are talented, but are economically disadvantaged, 
giving back to community by freely organising community seminars for sharing 
research findings and innovations that community members can use to improve 
their welfare, donating to relatively younger universities, organising community 
sensitisation forums for promoting observance of human rights, and 
encouraging fair operating practices such as sponsoring staff members for 
further studies, including PhDs (Dima & Resch, 2016; Katamba & Nkiko, 
2016; Leitao & Silva, 2007; Vest, 2006). Universities also play philanthropic 
by allowing these communities to use their recreational grounds, opening up for 
free primary and secondary school student visits and inspirational tours, 





exhibiting other public acts of generosity such as encouraging students to give 
something such as positive experiences to the less fortunate members back to 
their communities (Dima & Resch, 2016; Alzyoud & Bani-Hani, 2015; Asemah 
et al., 2013; Leitao & Silva, 2007). These institutions also exhibit philanthropy 
by opening up to their surrounding communities to allow their members to sell 
goods and services to students and employees (Campbell, 2014). This form of 
philanthropy creates market for the community, thereby promoting employment 
opportunities to members of their surrounding communities. 
Universities further give back to community through what is increasingly 
referred to as civic engagement with community involving initiating 
community service projects such as those which give humanitarian aid to 
people hit by natural disasters such as hunger, floods, wild fire, and other 
catastrophes (Manock et al., 2013; Miller, 2011). These institutions also 
encourage their students to actively engage in curricular activities that increase 
their learning interaction with communities, thereby increasing students’ 
awareness of the social needs and problems of their communities, teach them 
grant-writing and grant-making skills, and encourage them to invest in non-
profit initiatives such as starting clubs that contribute funds for the needy 
(Olberding, 2012; Irvin, 2005). 
Generally, the cited literature indicates that universities exhibit CSR in 
different ways classified in four main dimensions, which include the legal, 
economic, ethical and philanthropic dimensions. The literature is however, 
cited based on universities outside Uganda. Not much research has been 
conducted in this area as far as universities in Uganda are concerned. This 
effectively suggests that the available literature is still devoid of how these 
universities exhibit CSR in each of these dimensions. This study was conducted 
to fill this gap. 
3 Research Methods 
The study followed a cross-sectional comparative survey design. Table 1 shows 
the population and sample. 
 
Table 1: Population and Sample 
Unit Population* Sample** Actual sample Response rate (%) 
Universities  39 36 22 61.1 
Administrators  78 66 44 66.7 
Staff  10676 375 356 94.9 
Students  140687 384 380 99.0 
* Culled from NCHE (2015) and Uganda Bureau of Statistics (2015). 
** Based on Krejcie & Morgan’s sample size estimation table. 





Table 1 indicates that Uganda had a total of 39 universities at the time when the 
study was conducted. Thirsty six of them were selected as per Krejcie 
&Morgan’s (1970) Sample Determination Table. They were selected using 
stratified and proportional simple random sampling. Stratified sampling was 
use to divide the list of all universities in Uganda into two lists. One of the lists 
was for private universities and the other was for public categories. 
Proportional simple random sampling was then used to select individual 
universities from each list. This was intended to not only give each university in 
each list an equal chance of participating in the study but also to select a 
proportional number of universities from each list. The list of public 
universities had seven universities four (57.1%) of which were selected. The 
list of private universities had 32 universities 18 (56.2%) of which were 
selected. Therefore, a total of 22 (61.1%) universities were selected. All the 
universities were selected in central and eastern Uganda. 
University administrators, staff members and students were selected to 
provide data which was required to establish how their respective universities 
exhibited CSR at the respondents’ respective levels. All respondents were 
selected using convenience sampling because this sampling technique 
facilitates respondent selection according to their availability, accessibility and 
willingness to participate in a study (Amin, 2005). The selected university 
administrators included Vice Chancellor (VCs) and University Secretaries 
(USs), since these are the officers whose official duties include sanctioning a 
university’s effort to promote CSR. Since each university has one VC and one 
US, the 39 universities were expected to have 78 of these officials. Both 
academic and non-academic staff members were selected, since they each were 
in a position to tell their perspective of how CSR was exhibited in their 
universities. 
Data were collected using self-administered questionnaires, since, by virtue 
of their occupations, all the respondents were literate enough to read the 
questionnaire items and respond to them in writing. Before their administration, 
the questionnaires were tested for validity using the Content Validity Method 
and for reliability using the Cronbach Alpha method of internal consistency. 
The validity indices for the administrator, staff and student questionnaire were 
.911, .905 and .922, respectively. Their Cronbach Alpha coefficients were .866, 
.876 and .899, respectively. These validity and reliability coefficients were all 
greater than the 0.7, the minimum acceptable threshold (Amin, 2005). 
Therefore, the questionnaires were valid and reliable enough to collect accurate 
and dependable data. The data were analysed using data transformation, the 
mean comparison with independent T-samples. The arithmetic technique of the 
data transformation method was applied to develop the global view of how all 
respondents perceived exhibition of CSR in their universities categorised as 
public and private universities.  The mean comparison technique was used to 





determine the perception on average and the independent T-samples test was 
used to establish the difference in the perception. The analysis was aided by the 
SPSS program (Version 22). 
4 Findings and Discussion 
The objective of this study was to establish the extent to which these 
universities exhibited CSR and whether this extent differs between public and 
private universities in Uganda. This objective was met by asking respondents to 
use a 5-point Likert scale of responses ranging from Strongly Disagree (1) 
through Disagree (2), Somewhat Agree (3) and Agree (4) to Strongly Agree (5) 
to indicate the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with their universities’ 
exhibition of CSR in terms of its specific indicators that applied at their level. 
Findings are presented in Table 2.





Table 2: Mean scores on Attributes of CSR 
Attribute Min Max Public Private t Sig. 
Legal 
The university’s faculty meet the quality standards in terms of qualifications required by NCHE 1 5 4.36 2.56 8.990 .000 
The lecture rooms available in the university meet the space and furniture standards set by NCHE    1 5 2.16 3.88 23.988 .000 
The library facilities available to the university meet the quality assurance requirements set by NCHE 1 5 2.14 3.74 18.456 .000 
The university’s laboratory facilities, if any, meet the quality standards set by NCHE  1 5 3.64 3.90 9.677 .000 
The university’s lecturer-student ratio is as required by NCHE 1 5 2.26 3.76 40.445 .000 
All offered academic programmes duly approved by the NCHE 1 5 4.66 3.64 22.223 .000 
Regulations set by the NCHE to guide research are strictly observed by the university 1 5 4.34 3.52 7.932 .000 
NCHE standards for intellectual property management are strictly observed at the university 1 5 4.16 3.52 9.867 .000 
The university’s health and safety conditions meet the standards required by NCHE 1 5 4.45 3.75 7.099 .000 
Economic 
The university’s fees structure is fair when compared to the income backgrounds of most students   1 5 4.33 3.71 8.765 .000 
The increments the university’s management makes in the fees policy are justifiable 1 5 1.12 2.42 13.876 .000 
The money raised by the university is utilized transparently in a credible manner. 1 5 1.05 2.35 14.456 .000 
Ethical  
Ethical standards set by the NCHE for research and innovation are strictly observed by the university. 1 5 4.35 3.57 6.981 .000 
The academic programmes offered enable students to develop their talents to their expectations. 1 5 1.52 2.02 50.911 .000 
The academic programmes offered enable students to develop skills required in the job market 1 5 1.89 3.96 69.544 .000 
The university management fulfils the promises it makes to staff members. 1 5 1.57 1.99 7.329 .000 
The university management fulfils the promises it makes to students. 1 5 1.62 1.97 11.009 .000 
The university students realise value for the money they pay in tuition and other fees 1 5 2.29 3.59 13.133 .000 
The university’s lecturers teach scheduled lectures professionally 1 5 2.44 3.64 15.109 .000 





Attribute Min Max Public Private t Sig. 
The university’s lecturers supervise students’ research professionally 1 5 2.04 3.74 22.092 .000 
The university’s lecturers evaluate students professionally, awarding marks justifiably   1 5 2.21 3.21 12.678 .000 
The university’s lectures conduct their non-teaching duties as scheduled 1 5 3.57 4.37 16.786 .000 
The university’s non-teaching staff conduct their duties as scheduled 1 5 3.71 4.31 11.098 .000 
The university imparts morally acceptable behaviour to its students 1 5 1.97 4.37 42.312 .000 
Philanthropic 
The university grants scholarships to students who qualify but are economically disadvantaged 1 5 2.40 1.20 12.888 .000 
The university grants scholarships to talented but needy students 1 5 1.27 1.23 6.876 .000 
The university sponsors community seminars to share research findings and innovations 1 5 2.44 1.83 10.854 .000 
The university donates to other institutions that are in need 1 5 1.63 2.30 8.976 .000 
The university sponsors community sensitisation forums for promoting observance of human rights 1 5 1.91 2.22 8.094 .000 
The university sponsors its staff members for further training, including PhDs 1 5 3.65 2.35 33.376 .000 
The university allows the surrounding community to use its recreational grounds free of charge 1 5 4.08 3.69 9.986 .000 
The university is open to free primary and secondary school student visits and inspirational tours. 1 5 4.11 3.79 8.066 .000 
The university has programme for sending students to share positive experiences with the community 1 5 1.17 2.37 7.773 .000 
University allows members of the surrounding community to transact with its staff and students 1 5 1.20 2.43 6.550 .000 
The university has projects by which it gives humanitarian aid to people hit by disasters 1 5 1.10 2.34 8.287 .000 
University encourages student activities that enable students to interact with outside communities 1 5 2.09 2.43 6.789 .000 
The university encourages students to start clubs that contribute funds for the needy 1 5 1.09 2.08 6.087 .000 
Overall CSR Exhibition 1 5 2.56 3.02 16.199 .000 





From Table 2, the mean values that are close to ‘2’ and ‘1’ imply that 
respondents disagreed and strongly disagreed, respectively, and in either case, 
they revealed a perception that their universities did not exhibit any CSR 
defined by the corresponding indicators. The mean values close to ‘3’ imply 
that respondents somewhat agreed, thereby expressing a perception that the 
extent to which their universities exhibited the corresponding CSR indicators 
was very low. The mean values close to ‘4’ indicate that universities’ extent of 
exhibiting the corresponding CSR indicators was moderate. Any mean values 
that were close to ‘5’ indicate a perception that the extent of the universities’ 
exhibition of CSR was high. The minimum and maximum values indicate that 
respondents’ perception of this extent ranged between strongly disagree (Min = 
1) and strongly agree (Max = 5). This suggests that there were respondents who 
felt that their universities did not exhibit any CSR and those who felt that their 
universities’ extent of exhibiting this responsibility was high. The mean values 
corresponding to the overall CSR exhibition indicate however, that on average, 
the universities exhibited this responsibility to a very low extent, irrespective of 
whether they were public (Mean = 2.56) or private (Mean = 3.02). This implies 
that the universities executed CSR at very suboptimal levels. 
The corresponding computed level of significance was less than the 
conventional .01 level of significance, implying that the corresponding T-value 
was significant (T = 16.199, Sig. = .000 < .01). This reveals that despite 
exhibiting very low CSR, there was a significant difference in the extent to 
which this responsibility was exhibited by public and private universities. The 
magnitudes of the mean values indicate that the value corresponding to private 
universities was relatively larger than that corresponding to public universities. 
This suggests that the difference was such that on the whole, CSR exhibited by 
public universities was much lower than that displayed by private universities. 
The analysis of the mean values corresponding to the specific CSR indicators 
reveals that private universities exhibited better legal CSR by realising a 
relatively better lecturer-student ratio (Mean = 3.76) compared to public 
universities (Mean = 2.26). 
The findings also suggest that private universities exhibited ethical CSR 
more than public universities. In particular, private universities offered 
academic programmes that moderately enabled students to develop skills 
required in the job market, but public universities did not (Mean = 3.96 for 
private universities compared to Mean = 1.89 for public universities). Private 
universities enabled their students to realise value for the money which they 
paid in tuition and other fees (Mean = 3.59 for private universities compared to 
Mean = 2.29 for public universities). Furthermore, private universities’ dons 
taught the scheduled lectures more professionally and without dodging any, 
except in cases when they were constrained by justifiable causes (Mean = 3.64 
for private universities compared to mean = 2.44 for public universities). 





Private university lecturers also supervised students’ research more 
professionally and without turning down appointments, except in cases when 
they were constrained by justifiable causes (Mean = 3.74 for private 
universities compared to mean = 2.04 for public universities). Their lecturers 
also evaluated their students and awarded marks more professionally than their 
counterparts in public universities (Mean = 3.21 for private universities 
compared to mean = 2.21 for public universities). Similarly, private universities 
demonstrated more ethical CSR in terms of ensuring that their teaching and 
non-teaching staff members conducted their duties as scheduled and in terms of 
imparting morally acceptable behaviour to their students. 
Notwithstanding the fact that private universities demonstrated more ethical 
CSR compared to public universities, the reverse happened as far as most 
dimensions of the legal form of CSR was concerned. in particular, public 
universities exhibited better CSR in terms of offering academic programmes 
dully approved by the UNCHE (Mean = 4.66 for public universities compared 
to Mean = 3.64 for private universities). Public universities were also better at 
observing regulations set by the UNCHE to guide research (Mean = 4.34 for 
public universities compared to Mean = 3.52 for private universities) and at 
ensuring that UNCHE standards for intellectual property management were 
strictly observed (Mean = 4.16 for public universities compared to Mean = 3.52 
for private universities). Furthermore, public universities were better at meeting 
the health and safety standards required by UNCHE (Mean = 4.45 for public 
universities compared to Mean = 3.75 for private universities. 
Furthermore, the analysis of the mean values corresponding to the 
philanthropic dimension of CSR indicate that notwithstanding the significant 
difference reported in the extent to which public and private universities 
exhibited this dimension, both categories of the universities did not implement 
most of its indicators. The magnitudes of the mean values reveal that the only 
indicators that these universities exhibited this dimension and which public 
universities performed moderately and relatively better than private universities 
included sponsoring staff members for further training, including PhDs, which 
private universities did not do (Mean for public universities = 3.65 compared to 
Mean = 2.35 for private universities), allowing community members to use 
their recreational grounds free of charge (Mean = 4.08 for public universities 
compared to Mean = 3.69 for private universities), and being open to free 
primary and secondary school student visits and inspirational tours (Mean = 
4.11 for public universities compared to Mean = 3.79 for private universities). 
The findings indicate that generally, both public and private universities in 
Uganda exhibit CSR to a very low extent, which points to the need for these 
universities to improve their execution of this responsibility. In specific terms, 
public universities are worse than private universities when it comes to 
exhibiting ethical and economic CSR. The reverse occurs when it comes of 





demonstration of legal CSR and philanthropy. Most of the philanthropic CSR is 
not exhibited by both categories of universities, but this study has not identified 
the cause of this situation. 
The management of both public and private universities should improve 
implementation of CSR. Management in private universities should focus more 
on improving legal CSR but without neglecting other dimensions. The 
management in public universities should emphasise implementation of 
economic and ethical CSR without ignoring other dimensions. Both categories 
of universities should enhance their philanthropic efforts. 
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